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REMARKS FOR PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Dear Sir: 

Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner's rejections include clear errors 
because one or more limitations are not met by the cited reference and the reference does not 
teach what the Examiner alleges. Claim 20 would be allowable if written in independent 
form. 

Remaining claims 1 and 18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being 
anticipated by Normile. In order for a reference to anticipate a claim, each and every claim 
limitation must be set forth in the cited reference. In the Advisory Action and in the 
"Response to Amendment" section of the final action, the Examiner appears not to give 
meaning to wording in the claim such as the word "graphics" in the words "graphics device" 
set forth in claims 1 and 18, for example. Graphics devices such as video graphics adapters 
as noted in the Background of the Invention section of Applicant's Specification and 
elsewhere, perform at least graphic calculations (e.g., lighting operations, etc.) (see page 1, 
lines 13-22). Normile does not anticipate Applicant's claimed invention since Normile, 
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among other things, fails to describe a system that employs multiple graphics devices and 
output ports as claimed. The Normile device teaches multiple video compression and video 
decompression modules 401 and 402. No graphics devices have been cited in the office 
action and as such, the cited reference does not anticipate Applicant's claimed invention. In 
the Advisory Action, the Examiner alleges that the words "graphics device" and "video 
device" are taken to mean "the same thing". However, Applicant respectfully submits that 
the claimed graphics device at a minimum must perform graphics operations. The video 
compression and video decompression modules 401 and 402 of Normile do not perform such 
operations. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection. 

In addition, the office action alleges that the display 440 of Normile is the claimed 
second video output port (see page 5 of office action). The claim also requires a first video 
output port. A display 440 is not a video output port since a display as known in the art is a 
display device. For this reason also, the Normile reference does not anticipate Applicant's 
claimed invention. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection. 

Claims 30, 31, 38 and 39 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Taylor. Claim 30 requires, among other things, a first graphics device that renders a first 
frame of video, a second graphics device operative to render a second frame of video and a 
common port, operatively coupled to receive the first and second frames of rendered video 
from either of the first and second graphics devices. The Advisory Action and office action 
refer to column 5, line 65 to column 6, line 1 and column 6, lines 50-61; column 7, lines 11- 
30 alleging that the display controllers each render entire frames of video. However, the 
office action also admits that Taylor teaches to first output a sub-portion of a frame using one 
display control unit and then output another sub-portion of the frame via a different display 
control unit. Applicant respectfully submits that the cited portion of the reference such as 
columns 5 and 6 refer to using different frame buffers and controllers to output sub-portions 
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also referred to as "corresponding screen regions" of a single screen and hence, use sub- 
portions of a screen. As such, entire frame display for each graphics device as claimed is not 
taught in the cited reference. Therefore, the claims are in condition for allowance. 

In addition, claim 39 requires that the first and second rendered frames are adjacent 
frames of video. However, the cited portion namely column 5, line 65 to column 6, line 1 
and column 7, lines 11-30 do not describe adjacent frame control as required by the claim. 
As noted above, the cited portion refers to outputting based on display control task 
partitioning, corresponding screen sub-portions. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits 
that this claim is also in condition for allowance. 

Claim 19 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jordan 
in view of Gonsalves. In the "Response to Amendment" section of the final action, it is 
alleged that the HD44 pin cable of Jordan is the same as a "first output node" as claimed. 
However, other claim language appears to have not been considered in connection with the 
meaning of "first output node" of Applicant's claim. For example, the claim requires that a 
value of a second signal at the first output node is adjusted to substantially match the 
determined value of the first signal at the first output node. The connector of Jordan is not an 
output node as claimed since the signals from the video monitor interface component 245 and 
255 are not coupled to one another at a first output node and in fact the signals coming from 
the video monitor interface components 245 and 255 are routed in separate wires to two 
different monitors. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection be 
withdrawn. 

Although the rejection should be withdrawn for the above reasons, Applicant also 
respectfully submits that the cited references also do not teach adjusting the second device 
until a value of the second signal at the first output node substantially matches the determined 

3 

CHlCAGO/#1535336.1 



value of the signal of the first signal at the first output node as required and reserves the right 
to address this issue and others in an Appeal Brief if necessary. 

Claim 21 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jordan 
in view of Gonsalves further in view of Krenik. Claim 22 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jordan in view of Gonsalves further in view of Davis. 
Claim 29 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Normile in 
view of Taylor. Claim 32 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Taylor in view of Wunner. Claims 33, 34, 36 and 37 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Taylor in view of Deering. Claim 35 stands rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor in view of Eichenberger. These dependent 
claims also add additional novel and non-obvious subject matter. 

Since the references do not teach the claimed subject matter nor do they teach what is 
alleged in the office action, Applicant respectfully submits that the claims are in condition for 
allowance. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of the claims is respectfully 
requested. A Notice of Allowance is also respectfully requested. 
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